SHAKESPEARE  AND
Bolingbroke seizes the throne, the same Bishop of Carlisle
intervenes, and foretells the woe which will follow such
rebellion against the legitimate king; and again the logic of
subsequent events justifies the Bishop. We are dealing with
drama, and the speeches of More and of the Bishop of Carlisle
need not represent exactly the views of the dramatist, though
their passionate fervour rather suggests that they do. But,
anyway, the speeches, so far from being incompatible, are
identical in standpoint, and, as we have seen, are often
remarkably similar in phrase.
To this similarity of phrase between D and Shakespeare let us
return.
Professor Schiicking is the most determined of all the
opponents of the Shakespearean authorship. Yet he feels that
some of the literary parallels are too close to be attributed to
accident It is indeed to him that the credit belongs of having
noted, before any of us, the close parallels between D's 'three
pages' and Julius Caesar. He attributed this to D having
imitated Julius Caesar. And that theory was plausible, until it
was discovered that there were so many other parallels between
D and Shakespeare, to which such an explanation is quite
inapplicable on account of their date.
In the earlier parallels Schiicking sees signs of D imitating
Shakespeare; in the later parallels, especially those from
Coriolanus, he sees only accident. But in Coriolanus these parallels
are numerous.
The mere fact that the phrase 'would prey on one another'
comes in D's 'three pages' and also in Coriolanus proves nothing.
What matters is that, in each case, it occupies the same position
as the conclusion to the same train of thought. Schiicking
suggests that both Shakespeare and the writer of the "three
pages' may be basing their thought upon some current associa-
tion of ideas now lost, some commonplace which
may have existed in the thinking of many contemporaries
in those unruly times, and been usually couched in the same
words, although by chance other examples of it are now
wanting.1
1 Review of English Studies, i, 42.
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